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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed on 05/12/2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

2. The applicant argues (see page 9) regarding the amended claim 1 that either Tukude nor 
McLaughlin provide any teaching or suggestion to maintain the through holes in a state that would 
allow passage therethrough and Tukude and McLaughlin utilize the through holes for a functional 
purpose of allowing conductive between elements of the panel. The examiner respectfully 
disagrees. McLaughlin et al. (in at least column 8, lines 24-45, figure 5) teaches the hole (82, 84) 
being extended through both of the substrates (72, 78); said through holes being opened at each end 
to allow passage through said through hole. In fact, the applicant appears to admit that 
McLaughlin et al. teaches through holes being opened at each end to allow passage through said 
through hole by stating the through holes are filled with a conductive element to allow connection 
between control element, element 66, and conductive elements 76. 

3. The claim language therefore does not patentably distinguish over the applied reference^], 
and the previous rejections are maintained. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

4. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 09/15/2008 was filed after the 
mailing date of the instant application. The submission is in compliance with the provisions of 37 
CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is being considered by the examiner. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 
of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

6. Claims 1-3, 5, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tukude (US 4,702,566) in view of McLaughlin et al. (US Re. 33,921). 

7. Regarding claim 1, Tukude (figure 5) discloses a display panel comprising a first substrate 
(1) and a second substrate (4) being separated from each other by spacers (4, 14) and sealing 
between them a space, at least one of the spacers (4; 14) being penetrated by a hole (5) extending 
therethrough and through the substrate (4) to form a through hole (5) through the display panel (1), 
said at least one of the spacers (4; 14) and the substrates (1,4) forming the wall of said through 
hole and sealing the space from the through hole (5; figure 5). Tukude does not disclose the hole 
being extended through both of the substrates. McLaughlin et al. (in at least column 8, lines 24- 
45, figure 5) teaches the hole (82, 84) being extended through both of the substrates (72, 78); said 
through holes being opened at each end to allow passage through said through hole. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
the substrates as taught by McLaughlin et al. because such modification would provide effectively 
operate the display and enhance its appearance. 

8. Regarding claim 2, Tukude (figure 5) discloses each spacer (4, 14) having a through hole 
(5) is located outside the pixel areas of the display panel (1). 
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9. Regarding claim 3, Tukude (figure 5) discloses a plurality of through holes (5), each 
extending through a respective one of the spacers (4, 14) and through the substrate (4) to form a 
through hole through the display panel (1), are distributed over the surface (218) of the display 
panel. Tukude does not disclose the hole being extended through both of the substrates. 
McLaughlin et al. (in at least column 8, lines 24-45, figure 5) teaches the hole (82, 84) being 
extended through both of the substrates (72, 78). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify the substrates as taught by 
McLaughlin et al. because such modification would effectively operate the display and enhance its 
appearance. 

10. Regarding claim 5, McLaughlin et al. (figure 5) discloses the display panel is an LCD- 
display, a foil display, an electro-wetting display, a polyled display, a fluorescent display, or a 
touch screen or pressure-sensitive display (see at least column 2, lines 58-65). 

1 1 . Regarding claim 7, Tukude (figure 5) discloses the display panel (1) has a plastic or steel 
substrate (see at least column 2, lines 32-35). 

12. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tukude in view of 
McLaughlin et al., further in view of Washizawa et al. (US 2004/0114090). 

13. Regarding claim 4, Tukude as modified by McLaughlin et al. discloses the limitations as 
shown in the rejection of claim 1 above. However, Tukude as modified by McLaughlin et al. 

does not disclose the spacers are made of a visually decorative material. Washizawa et al. (in at 
least paragraph 0054) teaches the spacers are made of a visually decorative material. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
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the spacers as taught by Washizawa et al. because such modification would prevent the 
deterioration in display contrast during black display. 

14. Claims 6 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tukude in 
view of McLaughlin et al., further in view of Chu (US 6,279,170). 

15. Regarding claim 6, Tukude as modified by McLaughlin et al. discloses the limitations as 
shown in the rejection of claim 1 above. However, Tukude as modified by McLaughlin et al. 

does not disclose the display panel is flexible or bendable and/or has flexible substrates. Chu (in at 
least column 1, lines 30-40; figure 1) teaches the display panel is flexible or bendable and/or has 
flexible substrates. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the display panel as taught by Chu because such modification 
would reduce the mechanical stress on the device. In addition, the panel would be easily attached 
to wearable products. 

16. Regarding claim 8, Tukude as modified by McLaughlin et al. discloses the limitations as 
shown in the rejection of claim 1 above. However, Tukude as modified by McLaughlin et al. 

does not disclose the display panel is adapted to be integrated in a wearable product. Chu (in at 
least column 1, lines 30-40; figure 1) teaches the display panel is adapted to be integrated in a 
wearable product. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the display panel as taught by Chu because such modification 
would achieve labels for garments that can display animated designs and information changing 
over time. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the 
date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Lauren Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 270-1428. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-Th, 7:30-6:00 EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
David Nelms can be reached on (571) 272-1787. The fax phone number for the organization where 
this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
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contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/L. N./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2871 
/David Nelms/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2871 



